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STATE  OF MARYLAND 

EXECUTIVE   DEPARTMENT 

ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21404 

BLAI R    LEE   HE 
LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR January,  1973 

The Honorable Marvin Mandel 
Governor of Ma-iryle^icI 
State House 
Annapolis, Maryland   £1404 

Dear Governor ^landel: 

I am please<i to submit herewith the report of the Task Force appointed by 
you iji June of last year to formulate a proposal for an equitable distribution of 
State aid to public education,    This Task Forq^ has worked diligently in carrying 
out its assignment! and*  whij.e unanimity of opinion with regard to an appropriate 
solution was not achieve^, I believe that the recominepdations approved by the 
majority of the members Reasonably fulfill the requirements which you laid down 
for us in your letter of June 8,   1972 (See Exhibit A attached).    You requested us 
to devise a formula that: 

(a) will give every Maryland youngster a fair shake in 
education regardless of the wealth of his community, 

(b) will be sufficiently stable ai^d cjurable so that new 
disparities will jipt creep in from the very outset, 

(c) wilj. be sufficiently pimple so that local school boards 
can estjbmate their share for the coming year with 
reasonable assurance, 

(d) will ftvojid doing drastic damage to the school system 
or tajcpayers of any particular jurisdiction,  and 

(e) will require little,  if any.  increase in the very large 
sum of money ($343, 425, 540 in Fiscal Year 1971) that 
the State is already pumping into the local school systems. 

Stated in the briefest term? possible,  we are recommending that: 

1. The •• State agree to equalise f^lly a program requiring an expenditure 
of $$10 per pupil.    (The present program is about $450 per pupil). 





2. The State) agree to pay 55% of tfye statewide cost of such program 
with the relative shares varying g|.mdng individual counties in 
relation to wealtli.    (The State now pays about 45% of the $450 
program), 

3. Local governrrients be required to tax themselves at the rate 
required to pay their statewide share of 45%.    All will pay at 
the same rate but their contribution will vary according to 
wealth.    (For the first year this rate wpuld be 0. 869%. ) 

4. All complicate^ fp^ndatipn prpgram adjustments used in the 
present program be eliminated. 

5. There be no minimum guarantees or qpntinuing save harmless 
provisions. 

6. All data required for aicl calculations be firm when appropriations 
are made. 

7. The program be phased in over a period of five years,  with the 
cost to the S^ate increasing at the rate of approximately 
$21, 000, 000 each year,   representing a total State cost increase 
of about $105, OQO, 000. 

Clearly,   requirements (b),   (c),  (d),  and (e) as set forth in your letter of 
June 8,  and as amplified by your letter of September 27th (See Exhibit B),  have 
been satisfied.    Requirement (a) has at least been satisfied within the limits of 
current fiscal constraints. 

As you will recall,  prior to the appointment of the Task Force you requested 
a committee to develop background materials for the Task Force.    The committee 
was comprised of Dr.  R.  Kenneth Barnes,   Deputy Secretary,  Department of 
Budget and Fiscal Planning; Dr.  Richard C.  Ahlberg,  Associate State Superin- 
tendent,  State Department of Education; Mr.   W.  Shepherdson Abell,   Executive 
Assistant to the Lieutenant Gpvernor; Dr,  Paul D.   Cooper,   Director,  Department 
pf Fiscal Services; Mr.   Fred H.   Spigler,   Jr. ,  Administrative Officer for Educa- 
tion; Mr.   William M.   Perkins,  Supervising Budget Analyst,   Department of Budget 
and Fiscal Planning; Mr.' J.  1^..  Hamilton,  Specialist in State Aid,  State Depart- 
ment of Education; Mr.   William M.   Houck,   Chief,   Bureau of Fiscal Planning, 
Department of Budget apd Fiscal Planning,  and myself.    This committee worked 
for several months prior to the fipst meeting pf the Task Force reviewing the 
materials developed by former study commissions,  and assembling calculations 
of the effects pf every conceivable aid distribution plan.    The Task Force was 
tbus able to begin its deliberations with benefit of a wealth of materials. 





Meeting regularly from June 21,   1972 to October  18,   1972,   the Task Force 
examined all of the various formulae giving particular attention to the recom- 
mendations and findings of the Hughes Commission,   and the different proposals 
submitted recently to the General Assembly ir* hill form.    This report presents 
the conclusions and recommendiations of the majority of the group. 

Chief among the many persons to whom the Task Force is indebted is Dr. 
Paul Cooper for serving as its Chief of Staff in his usual masterful style and 
for drafting the attached report.    We are also extremely grateful to his able 
assistant,   Mrs.   Anne Carroll,   for her skill and patience in preparing an almost 
endless array of county-by-county tabulations at the request of the Task Force 
or its individual members.     It was one of the individual members,   Delegate 
Lucille Maurer,  who devised the approach ultimately selected by the Task Force. 
Your Assistant Legislative Officer,   Alan M.   Wilner,   Esquire,   has been most 
helpful and cooperative in drafting legislation. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Blair Lee III 
Chairman 
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THE PRESENT METHOD OF FINANCING ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION IN 
-q .q.—.^.^.^.^!—H.^.T-^. 

MARYLAND - DESCRIPTION AND APPRAISAL 

The following table provides a brief and concise overview of the 
manner in which elementary and secondary education is financed in Maryland 
at the present time, based upon data for the 1972-73 school year. 

1. State Share of Current Expenses $ 184,408,000 

2. Current Expense Incentive Aid 12,830,000 

3. State Aid for Transportation 34,612,000 

4. State payments for Retirement and Social Security 75,816,000 

5. State Aid for Handicapped Children 27,876,000 

6. Miscellaneous State Aid for Current Expenses 6,000,000 

7. State payments for School Construction 58,000,000 

Total State Aid - 1973 $ 399,542,000 

8. Estimated Local Appropriations       ' 617,935,000 

9.,    Estimated Federal payments 70,000,000 

Grand Total $1,087,477,000 

The total cost of elementary and secondary education is $1,087,000,000. 
37% of this is provided by the State; 57% is provided by local governments; 
and 6% is paid by the Federal government. Of the total, $99,000,000 is expen- 
ded for debt service for school construction loans. The State pays $58,000,000 
of this amount and the remaining $41,000,000 comes from local revenue. The 
bulk of the remainder from all sources is devoted to operating costs, or 
current expenses. It then costs approximately $988,000,000 a year to operate 
our schools; and of this total, local governments pay roughly 58%, the State 
pays about 35% and the Federal government p^ys 7%. 

Examined in another way, leaving out the Federal contributions, the 
State arid local shares of the total school costs become 39% and 61%. The 
State and local shares of operating costs only become respectively 37% and 
63%. Stated most succinctly then, it costs nearly one billion dollars to 
operate our schools with local governments contributing about two-thirds of 
the cost and the State government contributing one-third. 
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Through, legislation enacted in 1971 the State has undertaken to 
assume virtually all of the cost of school construction. Local governments 
pay only the costs of sites and, of course, any expenditures they decide to 
make in excess of costs approved by the State. The State also assumed re- 
sponsihi.lity for all debt service for obligations outstanding as of June 30, 
1967. The $58,000,000 figure presented as item 7 in the table represents 
the budgeted cost for this program in 1972-73. In view of the fact that 
this part of the future cost of education will be virtually fully State 
funded, the Task Torce directed its attention solely to the funding of 
operating costs CCurrent Expenses). 

The first six items of the table reflect the State's contribution for 
this purpose.  Itpms 3, 4, and 5 - State Aid for Transportation, State pay- 
ments for Retirement and Social Security, and State Aid for Handicapped 
Children - again represent programs in which the State has assumed, substan- 
tially, the full cost.  In the case of transportation, local governments pay 
only about $2,000,000 in addition to the $34,600,000 paid by the State. With 
respect to Retirement and Social Security, only one county pays anything for , 
benefits beyond thqse funded by the State. Amounts paid by local governments 
for the costs of educating handicapped children in excess of the normal 
program cannot be accurately identified, but are minimal. 

Item 6, Miscellaneous State Aid for Current Expenses, consists of 
$1,000,000 for driver education, $4,000,000 for food services, and $1,000,000 
for school community centers. The State contribution to driver education 
comes from a special fund derived from driver examination charges with 
additional local costs coming from local levys or from student fees. The 
State appropriation for food services supplements, primarily. Federal funds 
and pupil payments with little local tax revenue support. The $1,000,000 
appropriation for school community centers is of recent origin, is intended 
to encourage the more complete use of schools, and is closely related to 
recreation programs for which local appropriations are made apart from those 
for elementary ^nd secondary education. 

In light of the foregoing, the Task Force directed its attention almost 
solely to items 1 and 2 - State Share of Current Expenses and Current Expense 
Incentive Aid. The State aid for these two items along with the local con- 
tribution for current expenses represents the bulk of operating costs and 
here the Stat^ share drops to about 25%. These, essentially, are the only 
programs in which the State attempts to share the cost of operating schools 
through equalization formulae which aim toward providing equal education for 
equal local effort. A more detailed examination of these programs is, there- 
fore, in order. Throughout the report these costs of education are referred 
to as "Basic Current Expenses." 

Maryland's Effort to Provide Equal Educational Opportunity Through 
Equalization Formulae 

Since 1922, when it adopted one of the first equalization programs in 
the nation, Maryland has endeavored to provide equal educational opportunity 
for all of its children. In the early years the approach was to establish 
staffing allowances for various types and sizes of schools; to prescribe 
Tninimum salary- scales for that staffj to allow a percentage (mostly 20%) of 
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salary costs for other costs of instruction (textbooks,  maintenance„   etc. ); to require 
a local property tax levy (ranging from 47£ to 87£ per hundred dollars in 1964) toward 
the cost of such program; and to have the State provide the funds for any remaining 
gap.    In addition to this equalization aid,   the State provided basic aid in the form of 
per pupil and per classroom grants.    In the calculation of equalization aid these grants 
were used as offsets and thus became minimum guarantees,  in that all subdivisions 
received at least the amount of the basic aid regardless of how much the required 
local levy produced. 

Between 1922 and 1964 the Legislature found it necessary to make significant 
changes in the program seventeen times - every two and one-half years,   on the 
average.    Generally the changes involved increases in salary scales,  increases or 
reductions in required local tax rates,   increases in basic aid,   and occasionally pro- 
gram expansions.     On six different occasions the required local tax rate was changed 
and in one instance was dropped 20£,   suggesting that revenue sharing as well as 
educational needs has played a significant role.    Generally,  however,   the pattern has 
been for the State to set a foundation program level somewhere near average practice; 
for local governments to find it necessary to gradually increase expenditures beyond 
that level; for pressures upon the Legislature to build up and to result in program 
adjustments increasing State aid. 

In 1964 the law was amended extensively.    The basic program supported by the 
State was expressed in terms of a per pupil expenditure ($340); the staffing allowance 
was expressed in terms of 45 professionals per 1, 000 pupils; an allowance for other 
costs was established at $61 per pupil; the required local effort was expressed as a 
percentage of real property tax: assessment plus net taxable income; the earlier 
basic aid grants were converted to a guaranteed minimum Stats aid of $98 per pupil; 
an extra allowance was provided for new pupils; and adjustments were made for 
differences among the subdivisions in costs of meeting the mandatory salary schedules. 
In effect,   all of the elements of the former equalization program, were retained but 
were expressed in different terms; and,   of course,   there was a substantial increase 
in State aid of roughly $16, 000, 000.    An incentive program to encourage subdivisions 
to staff beyond 45 per thousand pupils was also included in this package. 

In 1967 the program -was expanded to include kindergartens; minimum salaries 
were increased; minimum guarantees were increased; a program of "density aid" 
was added recognizing the high incidence of the culturally deprived in Baltimore 
City; a provision was included to stabilize the State' s share of the foundation program; 
and State aid for current expenses was increased by another $40, 000, 000,    A con- 
current increase in construction aid brought the total 1967 package to $68, 000, 000. 

By 1970 the pressures from local governments again mounted to the point where 
action seemed unavoidable and the administration and the General Assembly agreed 
to a temporary program of increased aid amounting to approximately $22, 000, 000 
per year.    "Density Aid" for Baltimore City was increased to $50 per pupil (it had 
been increased to $40 in 1969); the aid allowed for new pupils was raised to $80 per 
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pupil; and $22 per pupil,   representing the bulk of the program,  was distributed under 
a completely new formula,  basically inversely proportional to wealth per pupil. 

Equalization Today 

This is the program as it operates today after 50 years of change: 

A.        The State equalizes an adjusted program of $370 per pupil. 

1. It mandates salaries ranging frpm $4, 500 to $8, 000. 

2. It establishes an allowed staffing ratio of 45 professionals 
per 1, pOO pupils. 

3. It includes an adjustment determined by the amount by which 
the a.ve^age State mandated salary for the professional staff 
for each county is in excess of or below the average salary 
of $6, 645,  which amount is stated in the law. 

4. It prescribes an expenditure of $71 per pupil out of the $370 
for other costs of instruction. 

5. It adds to the $370 an allowance of $30 for each additional pupil. 

6. It adds to the $370 for Baltimore City an additional $50 per pupil 
for Density Aid. 

7. It requires local governments to levy a tax equal to 1. 228% of 
the sui^i of their assessed real property and taxable net income. 
However,   the law as amended in 1967 requires that this local 
ra^e be adjusted whenever the State share of the foundation 
program, fpr equalization counties varies more than one-half 
per cent from the level that prevailed that year.    Resulting 
adjustments since 1967 have decreased the local rate to 0. 7 33%, 
and now only three counties continue to be equalisation counties 
(based pn the 1. 228% rate) and thus determine the required 
rate for all subdivision^ irrespective of their growth in wealth. 
Within three years,   the program will not be calculable because 
there will probably be no equalization counties at the 1. 228% rate. 

8. The State guarantees that no county will receive less than $128 
per pupil,   regardless of the amount of its wealth,   or the amount 
of equalization aid to which it would be entitled - even if its 
entitlement were zero. 

9. A second minimum guarantee (Art.   77,  Sec.   128(c)) is basically 
a save harmless feature included first in the 1964 statute.    It 
was designed to phase out,  but is still on the books and still 
benefits two subdivisions to the extent of about $353, 000, 
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B. In adidition pq the $370 program the jSt?(,te provides aid through a Current 
E^perise Incentive program.    This program,   in effect,   says that if the 
subdivision? wijl increg.se their staffing frqin 45 professionals per 
thousand pupils to 50 per thousand the State will pay the same share of 
the post of the mandated salaries for ^hese professionals that it pays for 
the adjusted $37Q program.    Practipa^y alj counties are now staffing 
at the 50 per thousand level, 

As in tfye case of the program despribied in A,   a minimum guarantee is 
proyi<Jpdf    ISTo subdivision may receive less than 35% of the cost of the 
minimum pastries for such ardditional staff members. 

C. Since FY 1971,   th^ aid under Program A has been increased by the 
following: 

1. $22 peij piipil multiplied by a fraction which is the average State 
Wealtl} P3r pupil divided by the average county wealth per pupil. 

2. An additional $50 for eg,ch additional pupil. 

Appraisal of Equalization as it Operates Today 

As a vehicle^ to get cjirectly to the heart qf the issue,   we present the table on 
the following page.    Column (1) represents the wealth back of each pupil in each 
subdivision.    Column (2) is the amoufit that each pounty is expected to expend per 
pupil for basic purrenj; expenses in 1973T74,    Column (3) presents the estimated 
State aid per pupil fpr 1973-74 under the present program.    The local effort for 
1973-74 in terms of property tax rate equivalent is shown in Column (4).    Column 
(5) reveals the effects on a per pupil basis of all minimum guarantees. 

It will pp noted ftPVft CJplurnn (2) th^t; per pupil expenditures are expected to 
range from; a low of $512 to a high of $}, 108,  a ratio of more than two to one. 
From Column (1) it w^lj. fye seen that the lowest expenditure county is third lowest 
in wealth per pupil and that the highest expenditure unit has the greatest wealth. 
The range in wealth ip ffom a low of $17, 243 per pupil to a high of $49, 327,  or a 
ratio of 2. 9 to }.    pf the four counties lowest in wealth,   three have the lowest 
expenditures per pupil,    Of the twelve counties lowest in wealth,   eight are among 
the lowest twelvp in expenditure per pupil.    The correlation is far from perfect, 
but the conclusion th^t wealth does have a direct relationship to expenditure 
level in Maryland can fep-dily be drawn.    Whetfh^r financial input bears a direct 
relation to cognitive qutput is an argument ptill raging among the academic experts. 

It may be argued th^t this signifies nothing,   since it may cost more to provide 
the same level pf edup^tipj^. in wealthy suburban counties than in poor rural counties. 
Columns (1) and (?) P-lsq ^.jiBwer this argument,   at least partially.    The suburban- 
urban argument paay ^aye some validity; however,   examine these contrasts.    Mont- 
gomery and Prince peprge's Counties should have relatively the same kinds of 
problems in providing education for their children'    Baltimore City should be 
expected to have to spend more than Baltinapre County,    Here,  also,  we find that 
level of expenditure Tpl&tes to level of wealth. 
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DATA RE BASIC CURRENT EXPENSES:    MARYLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS:     1973-74 

CD (2) (3) (4) (5). 
Basic State aid Local Minimum         ? 

current per pupil effort in terms guarantee and  • 
Local Wealth expense in current of local / 

save harmless 
Unit per pupil* per pupil program property tax rate aid 

Tot.State $31,061 $    842 $216 X $23 

Alleg. 23,450 762 272 $2.25 _ 
An.Arun. 26,103 728 230 2.57 _ 
B.City 22,244 800 271 2.72 - 
Balto. 36,837 922 170 2.74 30 
Calv. 23,682 676 259 2.22 '•'•  ±-                                               * 

Crln. 17,243 610 319 2.24 • 
Carr. 25,737 708 236 2.17 - 
Cecil 21,507 675 275 2.39 _ 
Chas'T 29,531 635 212 1.92 -• 
Dorch. 25,739 694 247 2.11 - 

Fred. 29,578 803 202 2.48 
Garr. 21,589 564 329 1.28 35 
Harf. 23,378 705 256 2.36 - 
How. 37,352 813 170 1.95 32 
Kent 30,006 725 192 2.24 - 

Montg. 49,327    . 1,108 172 . 2.55 120 
Pr.Geo's.1 51,198 869 181 2.95 .- 
Qu.An's.. 28,881 699 211 2.03 - 
St.My'g.. 18,243 512 304 1.50 13 
Somer; 17,418 571 338 l.:51 - 

Talb. 42,192 757 157 l.,77 65 
Wash. 24,915 784 255 2.35 - 
Wic. 24,617 634 250 1.80 _ 
Wore. 44,203 669 158 1.13 81 

As used in calculation of current State aid. 
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Column C3), which shows the present distribution of State aid per 
pupil, when compared with Columns (1) ^nd (T2) suggests that while the State 
is equalizing with, one h#nd it is increasing disparities with the other. 
Generally- the poorest; units receive %he most aid while the wealthier units 
receire the le^st. However, the differences in amount of State aid are not 
in proportion to the differences i.n vrealth. A principal element of the 
formula xesponsihlp for this is the min^Jnura guarantee, as revealed in Column C5). 

Th.e $01$  »1?9 cl^cjps©? wJm &§ probajj^y the most serious inadequacy 
of our pres;ent system pf financing education- As pointed out previously, the 
State is novr equalizing an acjjusljeci expenditure of $370 per pupil.  In addition 
to this we distributed $22 per pupil on a modified equalization basis, and we 
provide a. further amount of equalizing aid through the Current Expense Incen- 
tive program. Through all of these in combination, the State supports a 
foundation program pf youghly $4$0 per pupil-  In contrast to this. Column (2) 
indicates that the lowest per pupi} expenditure to be made in 1973-74 will be 
$512, the highest will bp $1,108, and the average will be $842. We will be 
guaranteeing a program, then, at about one-half of the level of the statewide 
average. The wealthiest subdivision in the State can make expenditures beyond 
$450 with rpughly one-third as mwch effort as the poorest. 

Column (4) suggests that wealth is not the only factor responsible for 
differences in expenditure Ipvel. Thp lowest expenditure subdivisions are 
also near the bottom in effpr^ as expressed in property tax rate equivalents. 
Nonetheless, it will be seen that there are instances in which some subdivisions 
make greater effort and are able to spend less. Also it must be noted that if 
the poorest subdivision made a" effort equal to that of the wealthiest sub- 
division, the program it could offepr Hould still be $437 lower. » 

Finally, it must be recognizpd that the present system, as it has 
evolved over the years, has become exceedingly complex and cumbersome. While 
it is generally conceded that, in matters of equalization, simplicity and 
equity rarely go hand in hand, a Review of our program as set forth previously 
in the description of "Equalization Today" leads to the conclusion that "there 
must be a simpler way," The variety of adjustments to the foundation program 
had rational bases when instituted b\it have little meaning today. The method  j 
used to maintain a State share of the foundation program is exceedingly cumber- : 

some and, in any evpnt, musj: be amended shortly if the aid program is to be 
calculated at ai;L There appears to be little sense in distributing money 
through three different programs which tp a degree work against each other. 
They surely can be consolidated. Further, the data required for calculating 
State aid under the present law are such tha^ they cannot be accurately deter- 
mined by the time apprppriations must l?e made. Consequently, both State and 
local governments experience serious budget problems due to inaccurate esti- 
mates. 

^  In nummary; 

1, The leyel Of program syppprted is top low. 

2, The minimum guarantee is in conflict with the principle of 
equalization. 

3, The program inust he simplified. 
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•.vvi-h-.-...-- 

NEW PROGRAM OF STATE AID FOR BASIC CURRENT EXPENSES PROPOSED 

The Task Force recommends that the present programs of State aid 
described in the law as "State Share of Current Expenses" and "Current 
Expense Incentive Aid," be replaced by a new program of "State Aid for 
Basic Current Expenses." The fundamental elements of that program would 
be; 

A. The State would guarantee for the education of every child in 
every subdivision an expenditure of at least $610 per year for 
basic current expenses. 

B. Every subdivision would be required to make equal effort 
(in essence, impose the same tax rate) in support of the program. 

C. The State would add to the amount produced in each subdivision 
by the equal effort sufficient funds to provide $610 per pupil. 

D. The State's share of the total cost of the program for all sub- 
divisions 'would always- be 55%', -but this percentage would vary 
from subdivision to subdivision depending upon differences in 
wealth. 

This is the manner in which the program would operate.  (Please refer 
to the table on the following page which demonstrates the calculation for 
the 1973-74 school year): 

A. Program to be supported. Since the State would be guaranteeing 
an expenditure of $610 per pupil, the total program supported 
statewide and in each subdivision is determined by multiplying 
the number of pupils by $610 (Column (1) x $610 = Column (3) ). 

. Note that the enrollment data used for the school year 1973-74 
would be as of September 30, 1972. The reason for using the 
prior year's enrollment is to make it possible to arrive at firm 
budget estimates. Through this and other provisions both State 
and local governments will know the exact amount of aid at budget 
time. 

B. Measurement of local wealth. The wealth of each subdivision 
CColumn 2) to which the required equal local effort would be 
applied would be the sum of the assessed value of real property 
and taxable net income determined as follows: 

1. Assessed value of real property would be as of July 1 of the 
first completed fiscal year preceding the school year for 
which the calculation is being made. 

2. Net taxable income would be for the second completed calendar 
year preceding the school year for which the calculation is 
being made. 
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3. Both (1) and (2) are basically the same as the provisions 
of the present law and represent the latest firm data 
available at budget time. There are, however, these 
additional changes proposed with respect to the measurement 
of assessed wealth: ^ 

(st)    There are substantial differences among the subdivisions 
in the ratio of level of assessment to market value. In 
the interest of equity the present law requires that for 
subdivisions with ratios below 50% the total assessments 
be adjusted to 50%, and for subdivisions with ratios 
which exceed 56%, the assessments be adjusted down to 
that level. To achieve further equity it is proposed 
here that the total assessments for each subdivision be 

i adjusted to 55%. 

(b) There are a limited number of properties which are taxable 
for State purposes but which have been exempted from local 
taxation in certain subdivisions. Under existing law the 
assessed value used in the education wealth measure is 
"county purposes" assessment. In the interest of uniformity 
and equity it is proposed that the "State purposes" assess- 
ment be used for all subdivisions. 

(c) While the present measure of assessed wealth is for "the 
first completed fiscal year preceding the school year for 
which the calculation is being made," 50% of the value of 
new properties assessed between July 1 and December 30 of 
the year are included. Since this practice interferes 
with the firm data requirement accepted by the Task Force, 
it is recommended that assessments shall in the future be 
limited to those assessed as of July 1. 

C. Determination of local contribution. In any equalization formula 
Cl) a program to be equalized. there are three basic elements, viz: 

(2) a local contribution rate, and (3) a State share or contribution; 
If a formula is to work, only two of these elements can remain at 
fixed amounts or levels. As noted earlier, the Task Force is pro- 
posing that the program to be equalized be fixed by law at $610 
per pupil, and that the State's share of the total program be also 
fixed by law at 55%. Therefore, the required local rate of contri- 
bution will change each year, increasing if total local wealth per 
pupil decreases, and decreasing if total local wealth per pupil 
increases. 

As shown at the top of Column (4) of the table, the local rate of 
contribution for 1973-74 would be 0.869% Since this rate is 
subject to change each year, it becomes necessary to understand 
how it would be calculated. This is the manner in which the rate 
would be determined: 

li We would know the cost of the total equalized program for the 
entire State: Total pupils (Column 1) x $610 = $543, 369,090 
(Column 3). 
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2. The law would require that the State pay 55% of the cost of the 
total program.    Therefore the local subdivisions combined will 
pay 45%.    45% of $543, 369, 090 = $244, 5 16, 090. 

3. The total combined wealth of all subdivisions is $28, 121, 901, 000 
and together they must pay $244, 516, 090.    Therefore the local 
rate must be $244, 516,090 -s-  $28, 121,901, 000 = 0. 869%. 

The rate thus derived applied to each subdivision's wealth 
determines the total amount of money that must be provided 
locally (Column 4). 

D. Determination of State aid for each subdivision.    This simply requires 
the subtraction of the amounts determined in Column 4 from the cost 
of the program for each subdivision as determined in Column 3.    (Note 
that the total for Column 4 does not agree exactly with the figure derived 
in the above explanation.    This results from rounding the 0. 869% to three 
decimal places. ) 

E. Increase in State aid over present program.    Column 6 presents the aid 
each subdivision would receive in 1973-74 under the existing law.    By 
subtracting this from the aid under the proposed program determined 
in Column 5,   the increase from the new program in full effect is revealed 
(Column 7). 

F. Transition from present program to proposed program.    It will have been 
notied that the cost to the State for the new program in full effect in 1973-74 
would be $105, 344, 000.    Since the Governor's charge to the Task Force 
and subsequent advice from him has made it clear that such an initial 
amount cajinot be made available,   it is proposed that the program be 
phased in over a five year period as follows: 

1. For the first year (1973-74) each subdivision would receive the 
amount of aid to which it would have been entitled under the 
present law (Column 6) plus 20% of the difference between that 
amount and the aid to which it would be entitled under the new 
law (see Column 8). 

2. For each of the next three years the per pupil amount of the aid 
in Column 6 would be multiplied by the prior year's enrollment. 
Each subdivision would be entitled to this amount plus a percentage 
of the difference between such figure and the amount resulting 
from the new program calculations as follows:   40% in 1974-75; 
60% in 1975-76; and 80% in 1976-77. 

3. The new program would be in full effect in 1977-78. 
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The Task Forge p^t^rn-plftte^ J\Q 9^^^^ ip, Q^hej: ^listing current expense aid 
program^ 4s descpib^fi ii* a.p ^ar^er ^^cfjp^,  vi^;:   State Aid for Transportation; State 
Aid for EducgUiop of the Hai}dicapped? a^d j^^^ payments for Retirement and Social 
Security.    These; are! aU pJPOgra^s -yvhich ftre ^psejpitially fully State funded and the 
Task Forpes believe^ th^f \ye shoulcj npj; wypf s,$ directions in these areas.    Further, 
the Task Force recqmm^n^^ tii^t,  for A^ t\v^^ being ^ ^east,  the "Density Aid" to 
Bjaltimore City be continued in addition tq fid wnder the program proposed herein. 

For the puFposep 0^ tbi^ prpgr^nq,,   the?*,  it is repommended that "Basic Current 
Expenses" be deftnec! to include escpenditvi^^^ (made by the subdivisions from State 
and iocal revenues for putylifp qlvpfxentyfy a^4 secondary schools exclusive of pay- 
ments for clebt seryiq^,   p^pita.1 outiay.  an?i ^a^sporta.tion of pupils,  and exclusive 
of State a^d for hantfiPftpped chiidren.  ^tf-ft «Mrtf fpr drjvei1 education,  and State aid 
for food services. 

WHAT THE PROPQSEQ PROGRAM -WOULD ACCOMPLISH 

The fundamental weafcne-sses qf ovjr pre^^nt (system of providing State aid for 
elementary and sefpon<|a^y education ^Ye ]?^^n set fojrtb in a preceding section as 
inadequate level pf pppgy^m ^upp^Jftefy  WSqUfclisping i^pinaum guarantees,  and 
vast complexity.    TftM proposal, if ^napj;^^, 'vyill: 

A. R.aise the level Ojf the program^ supported from approximately $450 
per pupil tq $$1P per pupil P.Y^W a five year period,  at a cost to the 
State of approximately $21, ppp, OPQ ip the first year and $105, 000, 000 
annually when fujly in pffec^, 

B. T^he State's ^hftriei pf the Pp^t of the pppgram ^yill be firmly fixed,at 
55% replacing ^e present cpmplipa^4»  unpredictable,  and soon 
unworkable methqd of paintaining f stable State share. 

C. AH data required ijor ai^ calc|4latip^3 will be £i;rm at the time when 
appropriations *f\f e made,    Eipt^ State and local governments will 
kpow their exact pbUgatipn^t 

D. For the fir^t time in ^0 year^ t^eres y/ill be no unequalizing minimum 
guarantees. 

E. A practipal tran^itipn frppa t^ present level of finance to the proposed 
level iq provided withput th^ Vfpe Q,$ RQntinuing "save harmless" features. 
It is rpcpgnised that cpmplfitje equalization is not achieved in the early 
years; but,  when fa^ly impilprnf nfefl,   tHe $6 10 program will be fully 
equalise witbwt jeopardising ^ edw^atipn flf aAy child in the State. 

F. J\ll conrplipat^d adjustjnents ItP the Supported program will have been 
eliminated. 
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G.        For the next Jfjve year?,  St;a.te ^i^ will increase at the rate of about 
$21, 000, 000 per year,  as oppose^ tp» ?m almost certain decline under 
the presejit; £QTip.-\xla,e. 

H.        Further equity will fae achieved through recommended adjustments in 
the measurement of local wealth,   yiz;:   adjustment of real property 
assessments to ratio of 55% a^d ^tilizjation of State purposes assess- 
ments. 

I. All would be accomplished within the guidelines set forth by the Governor 
in his letter pf ^June 8,   a^d as farther amplified in his letter of 
September 27. 

These two'questions -vyith respect to tliese recommendations will certainly be 
raised:   In view of the present cost of prqyicUng education in Maryland,  is the 
$610 program realist?    Dqep the program comply with the principle enunciated 
by Serrano and other judicial opinions? 

With respect to the ftrst we m^st agree that by the time the program is fully 
in effect,   a $610 expenditure wiU be unreaHstic ip relation to what the costs will 
actually be in 1977-78.    The average Statf expenditure is expected to be $842 in 
1973-74 and may well jre^ch $1, J.00 or mor^ by that time.    On the other hand these 
realities must be faced: 

A. A program larger than the one proposed will certainly require a 
substantial increa.pe in S?tate taxes qfl a substantial shift in existing 
resources,  both of which have epsjentially the same effect. 

B. Federal revepiae sharing is ;q.QW a fept,   and two-thirds of this new 
revenue goesi to the Ip^al gpv^FWTfl^tiS as opposed to one-third for the 
State.    All education aid programs represent,  to a considerable 
extent. State reveniae sharing,    Tl^e State presently uses about fifty 
per cent of its total revenues t9 assist local.governments.    In light 
of these faptsi.  it may be ^ wise SJtate pqlicy to evaluate the effects 
of Federal revenue shftrijig t?e£q}?e rr^aking a greater commitment. 

C. A recently appointed epmmissipn,  headed by Judge Sherbow,  has been 
requested tp make a eqmpre^en^iye ^tvidy of the appropriateness of 
the present assignment Pf resppnsibility fpr the various functions of 
government to the different ].evels of government, 

D. The progranfi.  as prpppse^f  falls within the guidelines set forth by 
the Governor. 

The second question relating to compliance with the Serrano principle cannot. 
Of course,  be answered with certainty,    Qbvipusly,  until there is final court action 
on the Rodriguez or othe*" case we cannot l^npw what the courts will require.    It 
seems clear that this proposal would satisfy the most literal interpretation of 
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Serrano with respect; to the $610 level of expenditure.    It is equally clear,  however, 
that for expenditures k^ypnd that level,   equality pf opportunity may well conflict with 
the "function of we^ljjh" prohibition.    Nonetheless,   the State will have moved as far 
as possible toward lilferal compliance within the limits of existing fiscal constraints. 

It is highly unlikely that the courts will require exactly equal per pupil expendi- 
tures,   since all agree that equal expenditures will not necessarily produce equal 
education and,   in fapl;,  would most surely guarantee unequal opportunity.    A question 
then arises regarding tjie extent of variat^pn fhat might be allowed.    It must be noted 
in this regard that,   according to data submitted \.o a United States Senate Committee 
for the year 1969^70,   tfte Patio for expenditures between high and low districts for 
Maryland was  1. 63.    Only three states ip. the entire nation had lower ratios and in 
some cases the ratips wej-e in excess of 20 to 1.    This is the situation under our 
present system. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

This Task Force,   as well as other similar groups that have preceded it,  faced 
recurring issues that i<: was unable to resolve - issues that we believe must be 
resolved before any satisfactory solution to the problem of financing education can 
be devised.    Accordingly,   it is recorrimended that appropriate agencies or com- 
missions be promptly assigned the task of developing answers to the following 
questions: 

A.        What will it cost to provide equality of opportunity? 

The discussion throughout this report will have seemed to imply that 
equal expenditures per pupil will produce equal education.    "We know that is not 
the case.    We speiit ppnsiderable tirfie atternpting to identify the differences in 
costs that result frpm sp-ch factors as: 

1. Cultural deprivation 

2. Physiical or mental handicap 

3. Level of education - pre-schpol,   elementary,   secondary 

4. Impact of enrollment increases 

5. Cost pf Jiving by geographical areas 

6. Pirogr^m differences T vpcational education,   etc. 

Attempts were made tp develop pupil weightings that would compensate for 
such differences ii} the distribution formula.    We could,  however,   devise no 
acceptable weightings dpe to inability to identify the costs.    Further,   it was found 
that for those differences for which reasonably acceptable cost factors could be 
determined,   their applipation had little effect upon the distribution pf State aid. 
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Maryland is perhaps unique in th9.t it contains Qjily 24 relatively large school 
districts,  and when districts are large the differences in children that create cost 
burden tend to be evenly distributed arnpng them.    A clear exception to this is 
found in the incidence of culturally deprived children,  and here it will be recalled 
that we have recommenfied that the Density Aid program be continued in addition 
to the new aid program. 

Factors such as "cost of living" surely have an appreciable effect upon cost, 
but no one has yet foiind a.r\ acceptable way fcq adjust for it. 

We believe that all aspepts pf this problem must be pursued until satisfactory 
answers are found. 

An additional questioii related tp this issue was not resolved,   viz: should 
children attending sumrner school be included i*1 the aid formula,   either for the 
purpose of weighting tp deterr^ine relative ability or to provide increased State 
aid and thus encourage subdivisions to make full, use of their facilities.    This 
problem should be studied alpng with the p^her factors itemized above. 

B. What do we get for the money we now spend? 

The Governor requested the Task Force "to examine the feasibility of 
inserting a provision in the formula that would serve as a deterrent to rampant 
local spending for current expenses" at the same time pointing out that "the 
imposition of penalizing constraints plight lead to unhealthy stagnation of the 
entire school system. "   Members of the Task Force repeatedly raised the same 
issue. 

We were unable to Revise any acceptable provision and we believe that a better 
approach will be a thorough and objective ^tvidy of what the money we spend pro- 
duces - which expenditures seem to produce the most in quality education and 
which seem to produce little or no change.    Perhaps such study will be a logical 
extension of the accountability effort stpnrwning from legislation enacted last year. 

C. How can -yye best use the financial resources of the entire State to 
assure equal educational opportunity for all children?. 

As has been pointed out earHer,  it is quite possible that the $610 program 
proposed here will be inadequate in terms of actual expenditure levels by the time 
it becomes fully effective.    In fact,   the Task Force considered a number of pro- 
posals that would have increased certain taxes or yrould have transferred existing 
local revenues to the St^te in order to achieve immediately an equal or higher level 
support progra.m.    These programs were rejected in view of the State's general 
fiscal needs and the guidelines under which the Task Force operated.    However,   it 
was agreed that there must be continuing Study of the matter,  particularly after the 
impact of revenue sharing can be eyaluatesd and when the Sherbow Commission 
presents its findings. 
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